SUMMARY
In two previous papers the wood anatomy of Cinchoneae, Naucleeae and Coptosapelteae (Koek-Noorman 1970) and of Gardenieae, Ixoreae and Mussaendeae (Koek-Noorman 1972) is described and discussed in relation to classification. All these tribes belong to the subfamily Cinchonoideae sensu Verdcourt (1958) , that corresponds with Bremekamp's Ixoroideae + Cinchonoideae (1966) .
(For a survey of the classifications of the Rubiaceae as given by Schumann, Verdcourt, and Bremekamp we refer to Koek-Noorman 1969b .)
The tribes Acranthereae, Sabiceae and Sipaneae of this subfamily are almost entirely herbaceous, and consequently they cannot be taken into consideration in a study of the secondary xylem. 
MATERIAL AND METHODS
The treatment of the material has been described in Koek-Noorman's paper (1969a) . The anatomical terms are in accordance with the Multilingual Glossary of Terms used in Wood Anatomy (1964) , except for "libriformfibre" and "fibre tracheid". For these elements, as in the paper cited above, Reinders' (1935) definition is accepted.
The material studied is listed at the end of the paper. (Ward 1963 preferential weighing on the basis of "importance of characters" as agreed upon in wood anatomical literature.
The analysis was performed on the tribes separately and combined. Optimal splitting level in the dendrogram was sought using Beale's optimality coefficient (Kendall 1972) .
Dependences between characters were sought using contingency coefficients. (1956, 1966 Bailey (1920) , Barghoorn (1941) , Frost (1930a Frost ( , 1930b Frost ( , 1931 , Kribs (1935 Kribs ( , 1937 and Tippo (1946) (2, 3, 4, 5) perforations (9, 10,11) intervascular pits (12, 13, 14, 15) diameterof the vessels (28) thickness of fibre cell wall (37) size ot the fibre pits (40, 41, 42) ray cell types (51, 52) parenchyma distribution (83) (84) (85) (86) (88) (89) (90) (91) (92) (93) (94) Although some of these differences in distribution were surprising, it should be emphasized, that quite some variations in anatomical structure can be found within specimens of the same species. This, combined with the fact that the above mentioned characters are not exclusive for one tribe, and constitute very few of the observed characters, persuaded us not to pursue the attempt to define the taxonomic tribes under discussion on the basis of wood anatomy.
